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4.1 ln~u~on 
The remedial design (RD) is a series of engineering 
reports, documents, specifications, and drawings that 
detail the steps to be taken during the remedial action 
(RA) to meet the goals established in the Record of 
Decision (ROD) and remove the site from the 
National F’riorities List. This chapter describes the 
responsibilities of the Remedial Project Manager 
(RPM) in overseeing the development of Federal- 
lead RDs. 

The RPM ultimately is responsible for overseeing 
the successful ~0m&ti0~ &d implemezltation of the 
RD. The RPM’s role in the RD process, however, 
differs dependii on whethen: the RD is an EPA- or 
United Statea Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)- 
managed RD. For EPA-managed RDs, the kPM 
oversees the work of EPA contractors developing 
the RD and has more direct control over the RD 
effort. For USACE-managed RDs, the RPM 
facilitates USACE development of the RD and acts 
in an advisory capacity while remaining responsible 
for overseeing the project and ensuring that the RD 
meets EPA goals and objectives. The term 
contmcting party is used in this chapter to mfer to 
either EPA or USACE, since both EPA and USACE 
may be contracting with a mmedial designer. Jn some 
instances, USACE will perform the RD in-house. and 
will not use contractor services. 

An overview of the RD process highlighting the 
RPM’s responsibilities for EPA- and USACE- 
managed RDs is presented in Figure 4-1. 

OgrCe of Solid Wato and Emergency Response 
(OSWER) Directive 9355.1-1, “Sq@md 
FckaMeod Remedial Project Mamzgement 
Hamibook”; wul WA UOIR-941022 and 103, 
“Response A&m Contract Users’ Guide, 
votluncs 1 and 2,‘~provide additiomll 
i~ormation on prajcct mamtgement. -- 

4.2 ~~~~T~k~RD~oan EPA 
ContmctororUSACE 

The RPM most determine whether to task the RD to 
an Alternative Remedial Contracting Strategy/ 
Response Action Contract (ARCSIRAQ contractor 
or to USACK The RPM should consult with the 
Technical Review Team (TRT) and consider the 
following factors when making thii determination: 

l Need for on-site federal presence 

l The RPM’s workload and availability to 
manage government contractors 

* Technical expertise needed for the design 

. USACE and ARCSiRAC contractor 
experience and history 

l ARCSRAC contractors’ contract capacities 

l Conflict of interest (COI) screening 

l Continuity with future RA activities 

Task@ the RD to an ARCS/RAC contractor or to 
USACE will affect the RPM’s workload and 
responsibilities. The interagency agreemeat (IAG) 
between EPA and USACE creates a different type 
of contractual relationship than the relationship 
between EPA and its contractors. Regardless of 
whether EPA or USACE manages the RD. however, 
the RPM remains ultimately responsible for the 
success of the RD. 

-.-_- 
OSWER Dimetive 9242.349, i’R%lsvidon of Poky 
Regardhg Squqftmd Pr&et Asrignmeat 
Bdween Altormrti~e Ramdid Co 
Strategy Contmc&rs ami USACE,” Deccvttber 
1991, prvvides injornwtion 4n using EPA 
contractors and USACE. 

The RPM most prepare a statement of work (SOW) 
for the RD. Many RD requirements am developed 
during the remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility 
study (FS) and are detailed in the ROD and the 



RDlRA Handbook 

RPM Responsibilities During Remedial Design 

Assembles TRT and determines 
whether RD will be EPA- or 

USACE-managed 

I 

Informs community of RD 
, progress throughout 

design project 

Prepares RD SOW, 
schedule, and IGCEwtth 

TRT assistance 

Tasks RD to ARCSlRAC 

RPM and TRT review and 

RPM oversees VE study, 

Prepares IAG SOW, 
schedule, and preliminary r’ RD cost estimate with 

TRT assistance 

IAG; coordinates with 

designer procurement 

Participates in USACE 
oversight and review of 
VE study, I necessary 
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RPM’s project management plan (see Chapter 3). 
The RPM should consult the information coIlected 
to complete the RIfFS, ROD, and project 
management plan when preparing the RD SOW. The 
RPM, with TRT assistance, prepares the SOW 
detailing EPA’s rq&etnents for BPA-managed RDs. 
For USACE-managed RDs, the RPM prepares an 
IAG SOW for the RD, which outlines EPA RD 
requirements. USACE develops the RD SOW with 
RPM assistance using the RD IAG SOW as a 
framework. 

4.3.1 Praparlng tha Remedial Design Statement of 
WOtlt 

The RPM is required to prepare RD SOWS for EPA- 
managed designs that are contracted out through 
ARCS contracts or RACs. The SOW for EPA- 
managed designs must be very derailed because the 
SOW becomes a legally binding component of the 
ARCS&AC contract. An RPM must prepare an 
SOW for USACE-managed designs as part of the 
lAG between EPA and USACE. The IAG SOW for 
USACE-managed designs, prepared with assistance 
from USACE, facilitates communication between 
EPA and USACE regarding deaigri reqdrements. 
The L4G is discussed in section 4.4.2 

SW for EPA-managed ftDs 

The RD SOW is the most important document that 
an RPM prepares during the RD/RA process because 
it establishes the framework to implement the 
remedy. An inadequate, incomplete, or inaccurate 
definition of the work to be. completed by the 
remedial &signer will affect adversely the time, cOst, 
and effectiveness of the site remediation. The SOW 
must describe clearly the. RD requirements to prevent 
the designer from incorporating unnecessary or 
insufficient components into the design. The RPM 
most understand EPA’s site remediation goals and 
what is required to achieve them before preparing 
the SOW. 

Work is allocated to ARCSiRAC contractors by is- 
suing a work assignment (WA). Each WA includes 
‘a detailed SOW that describes the work to be com- 
pleted as part of the WA. EachARCSRAC contract 
contains standard tasks outlining the work to be per- 
formed under the contract and includes standard 
tasks for RD WAS. When developing an SOW for 
an RD WA, the RPM should use the standard tasks 

listed in the contract as a basic SOW framework and 
expand the framework to incorporate site-specific 
requirements. 

Standard tasks, in addition to simplifying SOW 
development, provide EPAwith a consistent method 

EPA Contmctor RD Standard Tasks @At%) 

Trdcl 
Task2 
Taak3 
Twdtl 
188ks 
ni8ke 
lwk7 
T88kS 
Teak9 
Tat&10 
Task11 
Task12 
Task13 

of tracking WA costs. In RACs, WA tasks and 
subtasks compose the work breakdown structure 
(WBS).TheWBS shnplieathe tracking of monthly 
WA costs because the contractor must report costs 
intheWBS format.‘I%eRDstandardtasksforRACs 
are listed in Ngum 43. 

The benefits of using a WBS include: 

l Establishing a common framework for 
activities within each EPA Region 

l Facilitating SOW template development 

l Simplifying the monthly tracking of WA costs 

l Enabling RPMs to use EPA historic cost 
databases to prepare independent government 
cost estimates (IGcEs) 

An OSWER Directive, Guidance fbr Scoping the 
Remedial Design, details the items and coneems to 
incorporate when developing the RD SOW. 
Appendbr E contains a model RD SOW that may 
be wed to develop a site-specific SOW. The directive 
recommends that RPMs use the following 
guidelines: 
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l List all possible SOW tasks in the or&r 
indicated in Figure 4-2, but only provide task 
information relevant to the design. Do ttot 
delete or change the order or n~bermg of the 
standard tasks. For example, if it appears that 
data acquisition will not be required as part of 
the RD, the SOW should state, “Task 3: Not 
required.” The RD SOW can be amended 
Iater to include Task 3 requirements if 
necessary. 

l Specify all deliverables and theii due dates 
and in&de the methods for evaluating them. 

l Instruct the comractor to use existing RI.09 
site-specific plans whenever possible. Par 
example, the health and safety plans (HASPS), 
sampling and analysis plans (SAPS), and 
emergency response plans (ERPs) prepared 
fortheRPPScanbemusedduringtheRD 
with minor modifications or addenda. 

l Require justification prior to any resampling 
effort. Additional sampling consumes time 
and resources and should be avoided if 
possible. The RPM also must re-examine the 
RVPS data quality objectives (DQOs) to 
ensure that they are appropriate for the RD. 

l Incorporate standard design specifications by 
reference for the designer to use wherever 
possible. Marty portions of art RD are not site- 
specific and can be adapted from previously 
prepared specifications. USACE has 
developed treatment-specific design 
specifications that can benefit EPA-managed 
projects. A liting of these staodard design 
specift0stmrts appears in Figure 4-3. The 
design specifications may be obtained from 
USACE’s Huntsville Consttuction Division 

l Specify that design submittals conform to the 
Construction Specifmation Institute (CSI) 
format or a locally supported format. If 
USACE is expected to manage the RA, the 
submittals must confoms to USACE’s 
specification format contained in ETL 1006, 
Technical Requirement for Pre-design and 
Design Submittals. 

l In situations where ARCS&AC con&actors 
design the remedy and USACE procures RA 
services, the ARCS/RAC contractor must be 

available for consultation during the RA. The 
RA SOW should include tire coo&nation 
between the RD contractor and USACE as a 
separate task or subtask (see section 52.4 for 
mom information on RA SOWS). Significant 
RPM coordination with USACE pemomtel, 
including the USACE r&dent enghteer, is 
required to ensure that the RA WA is in place 
when the RD WA is completed. This will help 
ease the transition from one remedial phase to 
the next. 

centrecta’s 
The RPM must require as part of the SOW that the 
contractor perform internid design reviews. Internal 
design reviews are a cornerstone of the contractor’s 
quality control (QC) program and are carried out by 
members of the design team to ensure delivery of a 
quality product to EPA. The RPM will review 
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contractor QC methodologies as part of the work 
plan review. 

The most important QC activities generally 
performed by a design contractor are: plan-in-band 
reviews end correh&ing drawings and specifications. 
Plan-in-hand reviews are performed by the design 
contractor at the end of the design by visiting the 
site and comparing the current site conditions with 
the design drawings and making any appropriate 
corrections. 

Correlating drawings and specifications is a 
structured process to coordinate the drawings and 
specifications among the various engineering 
disciplines using the process tlow diagrams (PIaDs) 
and the piping and instrumentation diagrams 
(P&IDS) as the templates to cross-check tfw: design 
and ensure that errors or omissions are discovered 
and corrected. For example, this review may find 
that mechanical drawings indicate equipment with 
dit%ent horsepower ratings than those shown on 
electrical drawings. This review will be performed 
before submission of the pretinal design to the 
contracting party (see section 4.7.6). 

Sow for USACE edRD8 
The relationship between EPA and USACE during 
USACE-managed RDs is outlined in the IAG. 
Although the RPM prepares the IAG SOW, USACE 
prepare the designer’s RD SOW. It is strongly 
recommended, however, that the RPM prepare an 
effective IAG SOW and work with USACF to 
prepax a design SOW. Clear lines of communication 
between the two agencies will increase project 
quality and reduce unnecessary delays. 

The LAG SOW does not need to contain the same 
level of detail as an RD SOW prepared for an EPA 
contractor because USACE functions as an extension 
of EPA and is free to develop its own RD 
specifications. The IAG SOW pmpamd by the R.PM 
could define only the major project requirements, 
sctxdufe, all known consttaints, funding issues, and 
roles and responsibilities, but also should contain 
any communications requirements ktween USACE 
and EPA, an oversight cost estimate, and any special 
reports to be generated for the RPM. 

All predesign information also must be made 
available as part of the SOW provided with the IAG. 
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When developing the IAG SOW, the RPM, in 
conjunction with the TRT, ,is encouraged to meet 
regularly with IJSACE representatives to discuss the 
project requirements and EPA’s expactations. 

Ideally, USACE should be involved in the RI/FS as 
PartoftheRPM’s~assoonasitisexpectedto 
be a USACE-managed RD. Early involvement is 
invaluable in establishing a good working 
relationship between the agencies and minimizes 
schedule delays when changing from EPA’s RIBS 
contractor to USACE. The RPM also must firmly 
establish early in the reIationship that he or she wilt 
be involved in the USACE design contract SOW 
preparation. Cooperation between the agencies 
during RD SOW preparation prevents the need to 
modify the designer’s contract or delivery order, a 
process that takes additional time. Negotiating 
change8 after contract award historically has taken 
several months to complete and has resulted in 
prolonged interruptions in design work. 

Most difficulties incurr~ by an RPM when working 
with another agency are caused by lack of 
commtmication between both parties. Failure to use 
the expertise of TRT members, particuhuly when 
the RPM is not intimately familiar with engineering 
and construction, can compound the communication 
difftculties. Early and frequent interaction may 
prevent these types of problems from occurring and 
will help define each agency’s roles and 
responsibilities. 
~~ __^_,_______I- --_ 
OSWER Dirwtive 9355.043, “Glt 
Scoping fkc Remedid Design,” March 1995; 
ETL 1006, Technical Requimmentfw 
Predesign and Design Submi#alsw; and EPA 
540/R-94/022 and 103, ~fRespmse A&n 
conhgcf &Fe’ Guide, voiumcs I and 2,‘P 
provide ahtitiond ir@mation to amist the RPM 
in preparing the RD SOW. -___ - --.-.--- ~- 

43.2 ~~~~ a ~lirn~~ I Design 
Ia 

The RPM prepares a baseline RD schedule as part 
of the SOW development Process. During the work 
plan approval process, a highly detailed RD schedule 
(developed by the contractor) will be negotiated 
between the parties. The RPM should ensure 
adherence to the detailed RD schedule to 



successfully manage an RD (see s&ion 3.9). For 
EPA-managed RDs, EPA has developed nmedy- 
specific RD schedules for each of the nine categories 
that encompass the range of technologies being used 
to remediate NPL sites. These categories are listed 
in Figure 4-4. The generic schedules are based on 
historical data from previous EPA contracts. The 
OSWER Directive, Guidance for Scoping the 
Remedial Design, contains remedy-specific RD 
schedules divided into EPAcontmctor standard tasks. 
An RPM can adapt these schedules to formulate a 
preliminary or baseline RD schedule based on the 
standard tasks in the site-specific RD SOW. 

During USACR-managed RDs, USACE persomzl 
develop the RD schedule with RPM input and 
coopemtion. The schedule cannot be modified by 
the designer without prior approval from the 
contracting party. The RPM must be available as 
needed to resolve issues that affect the scheduIe. 

Once the schedule has been developed and approved, 
~~MS~~~~~~~~~ 
hensiveEnvironmentalReaponse,Cmqenmdon,and 
Liability Information System (CERCLIS). Ihc RPM 
continuauy must update the mcLIs it&m&on as 
the RD and RA progmss. CFRCLIS, however, is not 
~~u~~~p~~t~~s~~g 
efforts. The RPM’s master schedule should be the 
primary document; CERCLIS is merely an 
administrative tracking device and is not suitable or 
mtendedtobeusedasaprojectmanagementtool. 

43.3 Developing the ReoIedlal Design independsnt 
Govamment Cost Esttmate 

An IGCE is an estimate of the cost required to 
complete a project. FederalAcquisition Rcgrdation 
(FAR) Part36.6G5 requires that an IGCE! be prepared 
for each contract or contract modification (such as a 
WA) expected to exceed $25,GOG. The accuracy of 
theIocEde~outhedetailpmvidedinthesow. 
After the RD SOW is completed, th+ RPM must 
complete an IGCE for EPA-managed RDs and is 
strongly encouraged to complete a similar cost 
estimate for USACE-managed RDs. ‘Ihe RPM is 
responsible for updating CERCLIS with the cost 
estimate information and confhming that RD funds 
are available before the actual design work begins. 

Assignment Manager(wAM) forth&D, isrequired 
to prepare an IGCE before issuing the WA. OSWER 
Directive 9355.0-43, Gnidance for Scoping the 
Remedial Design. provides basic information to 
estimate the level of effort (LOE) for each of the 
standard tasks using the principal remediation 
categories in Figure 4-4. These LOE estimates are 
derived from data collected from previous EPA 
contracts.ThcRpMsho~dconsiderthe~ofthcse 
estimates only as a starting point in developing a 
more site-specific cost estimate. Before preparing 
an IGCE, the RPM should contact the Regional 
IGCEcoordinator who is available to assist the RPM 
with the forma& content, and review of the estimate. 

IGcfa far @ACE* me 
AnRPMisnotmqdredtopmpareanlCCEaspart 
of the IAG with USACR. USACE prepama the IGCE 
when developing a site-specirlc contract for design 
services or an indefmite delivery work order under 
their preplaced/indefinite delivery contracts. 
~~u~notrr?quiredmpnepareanIGCE,thcRPM 
should develop a rough estimate before entering into 
RD scoping discussions with USACE. Comparing 
independent RD cost estimates is an effective means 
of determining whether both parties fully 
compmhend the scope of the design activity. It also 
helps resolve potentially difftcult issues such as 
USACE travel costs, the number of staff involved, 



and the duration of the. design process. 

4.4 Tasklng the Remedial Design 
The RD is tasked to ARCStRAC contractors by 
issuing an RD WA and to USACE duough an L4G. 
The RPM’s responsibilities for tasking the RD to an 
EPA contmctor or to USACE and for managing the 
progress of the RD are discussed below. 

44.1 Tasking Ike Rwnedial Design to an EPA 
Contractor 

EPA orders work from ARCS&K contmctors by 
issuing a written WA to the contractor. The WA is a 
legally binding part of the EPA contract with the 
contractor and generally contains the project 
background, scope of work project schedtde, a list 
of deliverables, approved LOE, documentation 
requirements, and restrictions on contractor travel, 
printing. or other activities. This section does not 
describe the entire WA management process but 
provides a brief overview of basic WA procedures. 
This section describes: 

* Prepariug and issuing the RD WA package 

* Issuing RD WA amendments and 
modifications 

l Closing out the RD WA 

TheWApmcessisdescribedingreaterdemiIinodser 
refemnces listed at the end of tltis section. 

P~~~~~g~~WA 
The RPM prepares a WA package to initiate a new 
WA llte WA package is reviewed by the. project 
Officer (PO) and reviewed and approved by the 
Cormacting Ofticer (Co) before being issued to the 
contractor. ‘Ibe WA package must include the 
following: 

l Work assignment form (WA&--The WAP is a 
one-page form used to track the various 
actions required to initiate, approve, amend, 
and complete a WA. The WAF also includes 
the approved expeudimre hit that provides 
the RPM with the means to control the fuuds 
available to tbe contractor and allows the 
RpM to manage the phasing and execution of 
the WA. 
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SOW-The SOW is a cle;a description of the 
work required of the contractor. The SOW 
includes a detailed breakdown of work, all 
required deliverables, work quality 
requirements, and delivery schedule (see 
section 4.3). 

IGCF-An IGCB is the RPM’s cost estimate 
for the cost of performing the work detailed in 
tbeSOW.TheKiCEisusedbytheCOto 
negotiate WA costs with the contractor and 
must never be disclosed in any fashion to tire 
contractor (see section 4.3.3). 

Nomination and appointment of Contracting 
Ofiiier’s representative (COR) form, EPA 
Form 190&a-Form 1900-65a is used to 
designate the WAM for the new WA The 
RPM usuatly will function as the WAM for 
RD WAS. 

procurement request (PR). EPA Form 
19w-S-The PR is used to commit funds to 
individually funded WAS. If a WA is buIk 
funded, as most RAC WAS are. funds are 
committed by indicating the expenditure limit 
on the WAE 

Work assignment alIocation msrrix-The 
work assignment aHocation matrix is used to 
identify which ARCS/RACY contractor will 
receive the WA. (Ibis form is added to the 
WA package by the. PG.) 

After the PO reviews the WA package for accuracy 
and completeness, it is submitted to tha CO for final 
review and approval. The CO signs the WAR issues 
the WA to the contractor, and returns copies of the 
approved WA to the RPM and PO. 

Once the ARCsiRAC contractor has received the 
WA, the contractor attends a scoping meeting with 
the RPM, m, and PO and, possibly, the CO to 
discusstheWA.Thecontractorpre andsubmits 
a work plan that describes the contractor’s proposed 
approach for completing the WA tasks. Any required 
changes to the work plan wilI be negotiated with the 
contmctor by the CO with assistance from the PO 
and RPM. A revised work plan will be submii by 
the contractor if significant changes am mquired. 
The RPM and PO oversee tbe approval of the 
contractor work plan or revised work plan. 
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Issuing RD WA Addle and Technical DLrectian 
The unforeseen complications inherent with RD 
work require a certaiu degree of RPAand contractor 
flexibility. Site conditions may exist that were not 
considered when the WA SOW and contractor work 
plan were prepared The necessary response to the 
new site conditions may affect the approved scope, 
LOE, or dollar values and require revisions to the 
WA. There are two methods for clarifying the WA: 
issuing technical direction or amending the WA. 

The RPM may issue technical direction to assist the 
contractor in completing the WA. ‘Ihchuical direction 
should be issued in the form of a technical direction 
memorandum and may be issued in response to a 
conaactorquestion,toclarifyprovisionsinthtSOW 
or EPA-approved work plan, in response to project 
or site activities, or to comment on or document 
approval of contractor deliverables. Technical 
direction, however, cannot be used to change the 
scope or budget of the WA. 

thaWA 

A WAamendment is required for changes to tb.e WA 
scope when fttnds or LOE above the approved work 
plan budget are needed or when funds or LOE levels 
n~~~~nt.~~WA~~t~ll~~ 
the WA cost by more than $25,000, the RPM must 
prepare an IGCE for the amendment. ‘Itte CO issues 
final approval for all WA amendments. The 
contrsctor is requimd to submit a revised work plan 
to incorpomm WA amendmerttchsnges.Thereviscd 
work plan is approved using the same procedures 
used to approve the original wo* plan. 

TheRPMcanincreaseordecmaseWAfundingfor 
~~-~~WAs~p~gaW~~~~ 
or decreasing the expenditure limit. The RPM 
submitstheWAFtothePOforreviewandtheI’O 
presents it to the CO for final review and approval. 
For individually-funded WAS, the RPM must prepare 
aPR~d~~n~W~~df~~~~~ 
CO for processing. The. RPM must cot&t with the 
Region’s Information Management Coordinator to 
ensure, prior to increasing WA funding, that 
additional RD funds are available. 

The RPM must also remain aware of theARC%RAC 
WAperiod of performance and extend the period as 

necessary. The RPM extends the period of 
performance by updating the WAF and submitting 
it for PG review and CO review and approval. The 
RPM must update CXRCLIS with all WA changes 
that affect the WA budget or schedule. 

The final task in each WA is WA cIoseom. WA 
closeout involves: 

l RPM, PO, CO, and contractor evaluations of 
contractor performance 

l Organizing and retiring WA files 

l Site demobiization, if necessary 

l Verifying and processing flnal WA costs 

‘Ik WA is considered complete upon approval of 
the fmal deliverable and receipt of the final invoice. 
After the WA is complete, the RPM %vahtates the 
contractor using the WA completion report (WACR) 
form. The PO. CO, and contractor also complete 
WAC%. 

The RPM is responsible for orgsnizhtg and &ring 
WA files and ensuring that contractor files are 
properly organizad and retired. The RPM also must 
coordinate the return of all goveinment property in 
the contractor’s possession that will not be used by 
the contrsctor during the RA. 

OSWER Dire&m 9242.64, LcARCS Work 
Axxlgamont Management-Fioid Gmiio,” 
Janmy 1989; EP~~~~, uARCS 
Contraetx Uxorx’ MamaP; and EPA 54IMb911 
022 and 103, “Rqw?we A&m Conbnct Users’ 
Gmiie, wnmax I and 2.” prov& nd&tienol 
is@raxatien em rho WApracexx. 

--,---~ 

TheRDistaskedtoUSAcEwithanIAG.AnIAG 
isawrittea agrwment negotiated between agencies 
~~ows~a~y~p~~~~~i~ 
from another agency. All Se IAGs are similar 
in that they contsln special conditions for records 
ret&on, reporting, and cost recovery. For RD/RA 
projects, there are three typw of IAGs between EPA 
and USACE: RD IAGs, RA IAGs, and technical 
assistance IAGs. Appendix D contains model RD 
and RA IAGs.This section refers to RD IAGs. Each 



4.Fadsral.L Remedial Daalgn 

type of IAG may be executed in one of three ways- 
as a generic IAG, as an incrememally funded LAG, 
or as a two-phase LAG. 

A Region and USACE may have a long-standing 
generic IAG between them with sufftcient fundiig 
for EPA to task USACE with the preliminary RD/ 
RA planning and cost estimate. Some Regions prefer 
using one generic IAG with USACR to initiate RD 
projects. After the initial planning and preparation 
is complete, the RPM prepares an RD IAG for the 
actual design. 

Incrementally funded IAGs are used for specific 
projects with USACE. EPA prepares an IAG with 
limited fundittg.‘l’he limited funding allows USACE 
&cials to procure a design fum and meet with the 
RPM and defme and shape the RD SOW (including 
schedule and budget). RPAapproves the start of the 
actual design work by amending the IAG to increase 
the available limding.Additional funds can be added 
to the IAG when needed as the remedial work 
progresses. Thi5 approach requim more paperwork 
than using one generic IAG. 

A two-phase IAG is an older form of IAG that is 
similar to incrementally funded IAGs. Lie the 
incrementally funded LAG, the two-phase IAG 
begins with limited funds to allow initial 
consultations between RPAand USACEThe second 
phase, however, requires the preparation of an 
additional IAG to increase the scope of work and 
increase the available funding and, therefore, 
requires additional time and paperwork to complete. 
Many Regions have adopted the incrementally 
funded IAG approach and no longer use the two- 
phase appmach. 

This section provides a brief overview of basic LAG 
procedures. These procedures lncludfx 

l Preparing and executing the IAG 

l Preparing IAG amendments and increasing 
funding 

l Closing out the IAG 

Pmrtg and Executing the lA(i 
The RPM prepares the IAG package for PO and CO 
approval. ‘Ike IAG review and approval procedures 
vary by Region. The RPM, therefore, should follow 
Regional guidance cunceming specific IAG 

ptocedures. The LAG package contains the following 
documents and may contain additional Region- 
specific documents: 

EPA Form 1610-l-the EPAstandard IAG 
form that includes the RD SOW and schedule 

Attachment A, “Special Conditions for Design 
IAGs”-a summary of special conditions 
developed for Sup&&d to deaI specifically 
with cost documentation requirements 
(Attachment A contains requirement lists for 
design TAGS) 

Decision Memorand ~rno~d~ from 
the Program Administrator requesting the 
Regional Administrator’s signature approving 
the IAG 

Commitment Notice-the format and content 
are Region-specific 

While the LAG abould be as detailed as possible, the 
Office of Goneral Counsel (GGC) has determined 
that EPA may not unilaterally impose its QAQC 
requirements in IAGs. The specific QA/QC 
requirements must be negotiated into the IAG on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Once the IAG is signed by the designated EPA 
Regional official, it is forwarded to USACR for 
signature by the responsible authority. It is then 
returned to the EPA Region so funds can be 
transferred by tlte Regional budget staff. 

Separate IAGs are ttecessary for RDs and RAs due 
to the different funding authorization and tracking 
codes assigned to each activity. 

~~~G~ sndlnuaashg Fun&g 
Changing site conditions may require the IAG to be 
amended. Amendments also may be necessary ifthe 
scope of the activity changes or additional funds arc 
needed to complete the design. The same process 
for executing the original IAG must be followed to 
~ndanIAG.TheRPMalsomustbcawanofthe 
~~~~~~~~~~~~P~~ 
to extend the period of performance as necessary. 

ClosingoutiheIAG 
lAGs must be closed out upon completion and all 
remaining funds deobligated for recertification and 
use at other Superfund sites. The RPM initiates 
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closeout activities when at least one of the following 
conditions exists: 

l No further activities will take place 

l All expenditure commitments have been met 

The RPM prepares a written closeout request that 
states there will be no further activity under the IAG, 
that EPA has received the services stated in the 
agreement, and that all invoices have been paid. The 
RPM prepares a letter for the designated EPA 
Regional official’s signature requesting USACE to 
begin IAG closeout activities.The closeout activities 
aredesignedtocertifycompletionofthe&signefRnt 
and resolve any outstandiig costs. The RPM should 
consult Region-specific guidance for additional IAG 
closeout activity information. 

4.43 Managing the ProgrtBs of the Rmedlal 
w9n 

The RPM is responsible for managing RD progress. 
Them are several methods that an RPM can use to 
managethedesj~effortand~~compliancewith 
the requirements established in the RD SOW. The 
level of oversight required to manage the RD 
successfully depends on whether USACB or an 
ARCSmAC ccmtr&or is responsible for the desii 
When US ACE develops the RD in-house or oversees 
the RD wntract, the design document will be in 
accordance with theFe&mlAcqui Regularion 
WAR): therefore, any design effort managed or 
performed by USACE does not require as much 
scrutiny as an EPA contractor design effort. 

The methods available to the RPM for ovemeeing 
EPA- and USACR-managed designs require efTective 
use ofTKI’ members’ experience and expertise. The 
specific methods are discussed below. 

Managing AfWRAC RDa 
EPA-managed RDs are tasked to ARCSiRAC 
contractors with an RD WA BPA contracts are cost- 
reimbursement contracts and, therefore, require close 
governmental control. The RPM must pmactively 
manage ARCS/RAC contractor performance to 
ensure that work is satisfactorily completed and the 
government is receiving goods and services 
commensurate with costs billed. 

The RPM cannot assume that the design effort will 
be performed exactly as required. He or she, with 

the assistance of theTRT, must actively oversee and 
manage cantractor pmfonnance with the objective 
of assuring that contractor activities meet the 
requirements of the RD SOW. Them are a number 
of effective ways that an RPM can manage RD WA 
progress, including: 

inspecting work-Umumounced inspections 
may reveal that design work is not being 
performed as expected. If a contractor 
conwntmtes all work effort into a short time 
period before an F.PA submittal delivery date, 
the design quality may suffer. if Regional 
travel budgets do not allow the RPM to visit 
the contmctor, the pmgress reports can 
function as the primary inspection tool. Work 
inspeetions and progress reports also allow a 
preview of the final RD submittal so that 
revisions may be incorporated before the fnal 
design is prepared. Inspections also allow the 
RPM and TRT to determine if the contractor is 
stafRngtheprojacttotheBvelsandwiththe 
individuals promised. 

Telephone commtmications-Preqnent RPM 
communication with the contmctor is 
important to establish ERA’s expectations for 
a quality contractor work effort The 
contmctof is mom likely to mport any 
difficulties or issues encountered if the RPM 
is madiiy available to o&r q&k sohttions. A 
scheduled time and day for we&y contact 
should be maintained throughout the duration 
of the WA. 

Meetings with contractor personne!-The 
RPM should schedule regular meetings with 
contractor persomtel. Meetings typically occur 
after major dehvembles have been submitted 
and reviewed by EPA. Additional progress 
meetings may be appropriate, partict~huly for 
complex sites, and should include the 
appropriate TRT members. 

Comparing progress with work plan 
schedule-The RPM must determine if the 
contmctos is performing according to the work 
plan schedule. A transmittal register such as 
the one provided in Appendix B is a useful 
tool for tracking deliverable due dates, 
submittal dates, and EPA responses. 



l Reviewing progress and fmancial 
management reports--The ARcs/RAc 
contr8cts require specific reporting 
requirements and additional repartmg 
requirements may be specified in the WA. The 
progress reports allow the RPM, with TRT 
assistance, to evahrate contractor perfotmance 
and progress. The financial reports provide 
information detailing how government funds 
are spenl and give the RFM the opportunity to 
question contractor expenses and ensum that 
sufficient funds remain in the WA budget to 
complete the design effort. ARCS/RAC 
contractors are requhed to notify EPA when 
75 percent of the approved funds have been 
expended. ‘Ibe RPM should seek any 
clarification on the monthly progress or 
facial reports review procedures from the 
PO. 

l Reviewing deliverables--‘Ihe RPM must 
review all contractor deliverables to ensure 
that they meet the RD SOW requirements. It is 
strongly recommended th8t the RPM we the 
TRT to review design deliverables. The RPM 
is responsible for ensuring that the reviews are 
completed within the allotted time frames to 
prevent delaying the contractor. 

The RPM, as part of the RD WA management 
process, also must examine the contractor stat&g 
mix and provide constant feedback to the contractor 
regarding overall WA performance. These RPM 
activities are described below. 

The quality of contractor output depends on 
contractor persounel competence. The RPM must 
ensure, with TRT assistance, that the design project 
personnel are qualified to perform the work 
according to the SOW standards. The RPM should 
clearly define personnel experience and 
qualifications needed in the RD SOW and ensure 
that the contraor work plan complies with SOW’s 
personnel requirements. The RPM should continue 
to oversee the contractor persormel mix throughout 
the life of the RD. 

The RPM should be familiar with and discourage 
several problematic contractor practices. Frequently 
the contractor staff that prepare the work plan are 
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not the same individuals assigned to work on the 
design. Some contractors also are plagued by rapid 
personnel turnover that negatively affects design 
quality. Finally, the RPM should verify that the 
professional levels and contractor personnel are 
being used as described in the approved work plan. 

To determine if such diicuhies are occurring, the 
RpM~~dtholoughlyreviewthenonthlyprogress 
reports. If inadequacies with the labor mix or 
personnel invoIved with the design are suspected, 
the RPM may request al1 contractor personae1 
information, including r&sumBs and position 
descriptions, to evaluate pemomtcf quallfcations. 
The RPM, with assistance from the PO, should 
immediately inform the comractor of any problems 
related to contractor personnel and take necessary 
steps to resolve the diftiiuhies. 

EPAF tothacontiactor 
The RPM should be in regular contact with the 
ARCSiRACcontmctorthmughouttheRDWA.’lbe 
RPM establishes the tone for the project and by his 
or her actions conveys this tone to others involved 
with the project. The RPM must provide the 
contractor with regular feedback regarding 
contractorperformance sothecon~torundersmderstands 
EPA expectations and delivers a product consistent 
withorexceedmgthoseexpect~~.nK!RpMrmrst 
inform the contractor immediately of any 
inadequacies because the longer a di%cuhy remains 
undiscussed, the mom difficult it is to resolve. 

There 8t-e severdguidelines for tbe RPM to consider 
when providing EPA feedback to the contractor 

l Avoid delay-Give feedback immediately 
when reviewing a contractor submittal or 
when a problem is discovered. 

l Be specific-Indicate specifaz problems and 
provide examples. 

* Keep records--Record when and what 
feedback was given. A memomndnm should 
be prepared and sent to the contmctor 
documenting the problem, discussion, and 
resolution. A copy of the memorandum should 
be placed in the WA fle. (The RPM should 
seek PO input and assistance when resolving 
contractor problems.) 



l Reiiforce positive porformantive 
positive, as well as negative, feedback where 
appropriate. 

l Remain consistent with the WA scope of 
work--Chaogea to the scope of work require 
concurrence by the CO. 

Under term-form WAS, available under ARCS and 
RAG, the contractor is only requited to give its “best 
effort” in performing the work. For this reason, 
diligent monitoring and frequent discussions with 
the contractor are necessary to prevent the 
government from paying for poor performance that 
will be claimed later as best effort Information on 
the use of term- and completion-form WAS is 
available in the SAC Users Guide. 

Managing IWCE RDa 
Roles and responsibilities governing EPA and 
USACE actions have been established in a national 
memorandum of understanding (MOU). The MOU, 
however, does not relieve the RPM of the 
responsibiity for managiog RD progross, ensuring 
that ROD requirements are met, and ensuring that 
the RD is completed on schedule and within the 
budget agreed to by both parties. 

After executing the IAG, USACE personnel, with 
the RPM’s assistance, establish the RD completion 
s&eduIe. The RPM must work with USACR to 
identify the deliverables tit EPA will review and 
EPA’s review schedules. The RPM may use 
USACE’s computerized schedule management 
system that feeds Into the Regional WasteLAN 
database to monitor RD progress. 

The RPM receives monthly progress reports and a 
copy of Standard Form-1080 (for requesting 
payment) from USACE. Although RPAhas adopted 
the direct cite payment process for USACX-managed 
projects, the RPM should still receive and review 
monthly vouchers. The direct cite payment process 
allows USACE rather than the RPM to certify the 
invoice for payment. All monthly reports contain a 
description of both USACE m-house and contractor 
activities. The national MOU does not preclude the 
RPM from questioning USACE expendituns and 
requesting additional documentation, including 
project time ah&s, to review vouchers submitted 

by USACE. If the RPM believes that there are 
inaccurate charges, he or she should noti@ tbe PO 
forfurtherdiition. RPAcanmquestreimbursement 
from USACE for disputed fund transfers. 

A communication strategy should be included in the 
IAG. As part of this strategy, the RPM should 
schedule routine meetings and conference calls with 
USACE to oversee the RD effort. It is imperative 
that the RPM maintains contact with USACE during 
the design phase because the RPM is ultimately 
responsible for the design effort 

OSWER Dbective: 93555-14 PS, “EPAfUSACE 
PAYMEhT PROCESS Direct Cite~Rnka’ 
Reimbursemen# bfetlwds,” &fag 1990, provides 
idrRtia?nal i#&mdoa an the EPAlusACE IAG 
paymant prodam. EPA S4OfR-94iO22 and 103, 
uReqmse Action Contrast @AC) thers’ Gad&, 
t4liwaes 1 an4 2,*provlde acne 
ia&wr&iim on Wta- and completian-fona WAS. 

45 Procuring a MACE Desi 
At%sranIAGisexecutedbetweenEPAaudUSACR, 
the USACE design districts have several design 
procurement options available. These options 
include: 

l In-house (USACE) design 

l Use of htdeftite delivery (IDT) architectum/ 
engineer (A/E) contracts 

l Total environmental restoration contracts 
O-ERG) 

l Site-specific A/R contracts 

In general, procurement of a site-specific contract 
takes six months snd initiation of work by an IDT 
contractor typically takes 60 days. Initiation of work 
by a TRRC contractor varies depending on the 
requirellletlts. 

USACE may need to procure acontraetor to prepare 
the design if in-house services are not available and 
preplaced contracts are not being used. USACE 
begins the designer procurement process by 
preparing a USACE version of the EPA project 
management plan (see. chapter 3). The USACE 
project management plan details the procedures for 
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contracting and managing the project. Tbe RPM 
should request a copy of the plan from the USACE 
project manager and review it to ensure EPA 
requirements are met. 

USACE must undertake certain contractor 
procurement activities after completing its project 
management plan, inchtding: 

l summarising the project requirements in the 

Commerce Business Daily (CBD). a 
government solicitation publication used to 
announce available federal comracts 

l &w&ping the design contractor preselection 
list 

l Contacting designers on the preselection list to 
determine interest in the project 

l Developing a designer selection list cornainmg 
at least three interested fm 

l Making a tentative designer selection 

The USACE project manager will work with the 
RPM to meet EPA requirements for contract action 
at a site. 

4.6 ~~ng~dApp~~~Wo~~ 
(ARCS/RAGS) 

‘Ihe ARCSIRAC wntractor describes its pmposed 
technicai approach for completing the requiremems 
oftlteRDSOWintheworlrplan.~4-5outlines 
the general contents of a contractor work plan. 
Additional predesign phase submittals may be 
~cl~~~of~w~p~~~y~s~~ 
shortly there&r. These submittals are discussed in 
section 4.72.. 

After receiving the work plan, EPA must complete 
the following tasks: 

l Review the work plan to ensnre that the 
contractor tmderstattds and incorpomtes all 
EPA requirements 

The RPM performs a comprehensive technical 
review and cost analysis &me&t+ upon receipt 
oftbeworkphut.Thepurposeofthereviewisto 
ensure that the ARCSiRAC contractor fully 
understands the scope of the project and that the 
proposed technical approach, s&&&3, and staflimg 
are complete, reasonable, aud comply with the RD 
WA requlraneri~. 

The technical review htchtdes a work plan evaluation 
by professionals familiar with the RJ3 process who 
have the lmowledge, Sk& 
to evahsate the tfzdmicd 
The RPM’s WI’ should receive a copy of the work 
plan as soon as it is available and &o&d baconsulted 
as part of the RPM’s tr&ttical evaluation of tbe work 
plan. The RPM also must conduct a cost analysis 
that includes reviewing the individual cost elements 
of the work plan and comparing them with the IGCE. 
The RPM should provide explanations for variances 
between EPA and contractor cost esthnates to the 
~~s~t~fa~~~ 
through tlegotiations. 

~nnviewingtheworkplsn,thr!~Mmustehsure 
that the following questions are answered 
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FIlMA liandbwk 

Is the proposed work reasonable, appropriate, 
and complete? 

Does the work plan respond to the RD SOW 
and do the proposed tasks fit the RD SOW or 
does the work plan nnnecessarily exceed SOW 
work requirements? 

Are the skill mix and number of LOE hours 
appropriate for the tasks? Is the level of 
subcontracting necessaiy and approp&e for 
the design effort? 

Are the schedules and milestones reasonable 
and acceptable? 

Are travel and other direct costs necessary, 
reasonable, and appropriate? 

Are the contractor personnel qualifiions 
appropriate for the work? 

Has the contractor defined problems that 
require EPA resolution? 

Are there any issues that require CO or PO 
attention7 

The ARCSIRAC contractor must provide its 
recommended RA contracdng strategy as part of the 
work plan (see section 5.4). This strategy must 
include the proposed proc umnlentmethods,thetype 
of design specification (performance versus 
detailed). and phashtg&st-trackii altemativea.Th 
RA contracting strategy infhemm the overall design 
effortintermsofs&eduleandbndgetandmustbe 
agreed upon before the contractor expends design 
resources. 

The RPM summarizes bisorherreviewofthework 
planinamemorandumtothePOandCO.TbePO 
and CO review the RPM’s report and 
recommendations and may request additional 
information from the RPM before CO approval. 

4.6.2 Negotiating with the Conb’actor 
The RPM, PO, and CO work plan reviews may reveal 
thatthepmposedcontractorworkplandoesnotmeet 
EPAteclmical requirements, coat estimates, or both. 
The RPM, PO, and CO should meet and discuss the 
need for work plan negotiations with the contractor, 
The CO, with assistance from the PO and RPM, 

develops the negotiatiug position.Tbe CO repremnts 
EPA in ail negotiations with the contmc& and must 
ensure that negotiation nmonls adequately document 
negotiation resolts. 

‘he RPM and PO assist the CO in preparing the EPA 
negotiating strategy by reviewing the earlier RPM 
work plan recommendation memorandum to ensure 
that it adequately: 

l Details variances between dm RD SOW and 
contractor work plan 

l Examines the work plan &om the contractor 
point of view and indicates contractor strategy 
or possible motivation. 

l Determi?les instances where contractor 

vatiance with the SOW is due to contractor 
knowledge of the sim 01 previous RD 
experience and where contractor variance 
appears to indicate a mistmderstandi~ 
regarding EPA objectives. ‘lhese 
deterndnations are especially important when 
the contractor has made substantive or 
material changes from the SOW. 

l Liits all recommended change5 to tbe work 
ph. 

l Provides a list of issues and proposed changes 
for the PO and CO to consider. 

The co shall maimain written documentation of the 
s@ificant differences between the government and 
contractor negotiation positions. Additionally, 
documentation for the government’s negotiating 
position, why changes were made, rind the results of 
~~~~~~~rnu~~~at~~rn~ 
After successful negotiations and&&r the contractor 
submits the revised work plan, the RPM reviews it 
to ensure that all negotiated changes are incorporated 
and that the work plan does not contain additional 
modifications not agreed upon during negotiations. 
The RPM may require the contractor to note or 
highlight all deletions, additions, and revisions to 
the work plan. The work plan areas that are not 
marked do not need to be as tborougbly reviewed 
by the RPM. After completing his or her review, the 
RPM prepares another work plan review 
memorandumrec ommendmg work plan approval or 
outlining items for further negotiation and submits 
it to the PO and CO for their review. 
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